13.0 Non-Water Quality Impacts

13.0 NON-WATER QUALITY IMPACTS

Sections 304(b) and 306 of the Clean Water Act require EPA to consider non-
water quality environmental impacts (including energy requirements) associated with effluent
limitations guidelines and standards. To comply with these requirements, EPA considered the
potential impact of the proposed MP&M rule on energy consumption, air emissions, and solid
waste generation. A discussion of the proposed technology optionsis given in Section 14 of this
document.

Considering energy use and environmental impacts across all media, the Agency
has determined that the impacts identified in this section are justified by the benefits associated
with compliance with the proposed limitations and standards.

Section 13.1 discusses the energy requirements for implementing wastewater
treatment technologies at MP& M facilities. Section 13.2 presents the impact of the proposed
technologies on air emissions, and section 13.3 discusses the impact on wastewater treatment
sludge and waste oil generation.

13.1 Energy Requirements

EPA estimates that compliance with this rule will result in a net increase in energy
consumption at MP&M facilities. Table 13-1 presents estimates of energy usage by technology
option.

Table 13-1

Ener gy Usage by Option

Incremental
Energy Required?
(10° kilowatt
Option hrslyr)
Basic Technology (Options 1, 5, and 9) 181
Basic Technology with Water Conservation and Pollution Prevention (Options 2, 6, and 10) 208
Advanced Technology (Options 3 and 7) 1,747
Advanced Technology with Water Conservation and Pollution Prevention (Options 4 and 8) 1,736
Selected Option for Existing Sources” (Options 2, 6, and 10 with flow cutoffs) 116

Source: MP&M Design and Cost Model output.

2The amount of additional energy required (from baseline) if the technology option isimplemented, summed for all
regulated facilities.

® The Selected Option for Existing Sources regulates fewer MP& M facilities than other options shown in the table
due to flow cutoffs (see Section 14).
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For the Basic Technology option, EPA found that options with pollution
prevention and water conservation practices (Options 2, 6, 10) may use slightly more additional
energy as compared to those without pollution prevention and water conservation (Options 1, 5,
9). This may be due to the number of facilities that have the Basic Technology option treatment
in place prior to the regulation (leading to a smaller incremental energy requirement) compared
to the number of facilities that have pollution prevention and water conservation in place prior to
the regulation (leading to a higher incremental energy requirement). Note that the reverse istrue
for the Advanced Technology option. However, the Advanced Technology option (with or
without pollution prevention) consumes much more additional energy than the basic option.

The Advanced Technology options (3/7 and 4/8) include ultrafiltration and
microfiltration technol ogies which require significant amounts of energy in comparison to the
oil/water separators and clarifiers required for Basic Technology options (1/5/9 and 2/6/10). The
Selected Option for Existing Sources requires the least amount of additional energy consumption
because fewer MP&M facilities will be affected than other options shown in the table due to
proposed flow cutoffs. (See Section 14 for a discussion of flow cutoffs).

Approximately 3,123 billion kilowatt hours of electric power were generated in
the United Statesin 1997 (1). Additiona energy requirements to implement EPA’ s proposed
option correspond to approximately 0.01 percent of the national requirements. Theincreasein
energy requirements due to the implementation of MP& M technologies will in turn cause an air
emissions impact from the electric power generation facilities providing the additional energy.
EPA expectstheincreasein air emissionsto be minimal asit is proportional to the increase in
energy requirements, or approximately 0.01 percent.

13.2 Air Emissions I mpacts

The Agency believes that the in-process and end-of-pipe technologies included in
the technology options for this rule do not generate significant air emissions.

EPA isdeveloping National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPs) under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) to address air emissions of the
hazardous air pollutants (HAPS) listed in Title 111 of the CAA Amendments of 1990 (CAAA).
Below isalist of current and upcoming NESHAPs that may potentially affect HAP-emitting
activitiesat MP&M sites:

C Chromium Emissions from Hard and Decorative Chromium Electroplating
and Chromium Anodizing Tanks - Proposed December 16, 1993 and
promulgated on January 25, 1995;

C Halogenated Solvent Cleaning - Proposed November 29, 1993 and
promulgated on December 2, 1994;
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C Aerospace Manufacturing - Proposed June 6, 1994 and promulgated on
July 31, 1995;

C Shipbuilding and Ship Repair (Surface Coating);

C Large Appliances (Surface Coating);

C Metal Furniture (Surface Coating);

C Automobile and Light-Duty Truck Manufacturing (Surface Coating); and

C Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products (Surface Coating) - scheduled for
promulgation on November 15, 2000.

These NESHA Ps define the maximum achievable control technology (MACT) for
emissions of HAPS. Like effluent guidelines, MACT standards are technology-based. The
CAAA set maximum control requirements on which MACT can be based for new and existing
Sources.

Halogenated HAP solvents (e.g., methylene chloride, perchloroethylene,
trichloroethylene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, carbon tetrachloride, and chloroform) used for cleaning
in the MP&M industry can be a source of hazardous air emissions. EPA believes the proposed
MP&M rule will not affect the use of solvents containing halogenated hazardous air pollutantsin
the MP&M industry. Thisrule neither requires nor discourages the use of agueous cleanersin
lieu of halogenated hazardous air pollutant solvents.

13.3 Solid Waste Generation

Solid waste generated at MP& M sites includes hazardous and nonhazardous
wastewater treatment sludge as well as waste oil removed in wastewater treatment. EPA
estimates that compliance with this proposed rule will result in a decrease in wastewater
treatment sludge and an increase in waste oil generated at MP&M facilities. Sections 13.3.1 and
13.3.2 discuss the impacts of the proposed rule on the generation of wastewater treatment sludge
and waste oil, respectively.

13.3.1 Wastewater Treatment Sludge

Based on EPA'’ s detailed questionnaires (see Section 3.0), the Agency estimates
that MP& M facilities generated 267 million gallons of wastewater treatment sludge in 1996.
EPA estimates that implementing the proposed wastewater treatment technology options (which
incorporate water conservation and pollution prevention practices) will reduce sludge generation.
Table 13-2 presents the amount of wastewater treatment sludge expected to be reduced as a result
of implementing each of the technology options.
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Table 13-2

Wastewater Treatment Sludge by Option

Reduction in
Sludge
Generated?®
(million
Option gallyr)
Basic Technology (Options 1, 5, and 9) 62.9
Basic Technology with Water Conservation and Pollution Prevention (Options 2, 6, and 10) 63.6
Advanced Technology (Options 3 and 7) 62.8
Advanced Technology with Water Conservation and Pollution Prevention (Options 4 and 8) 62.9
Selected Option for Existing Sources® (Options 2, 6, and 10 with flow cutoffs) 61.1

Source: MP&M Design and Cost Model output

®Reduction in the amount of dudge generated (from baseline) if the technology option isimplemented, summed for
all regulated facilities.

*The Selected Option for Existing Sources regul ates fewer MP& M facilities than other options shown in the table
due to flow cutoffs (see Section 14).

Asshown in Table 13-2, wastewater treatment sludge generation decreases with
implementation of the wastewater treatment technology options. These options include sludge
dewatering, which decreases sludge generation at sites that have chemical precipitation and
settling technologies without sludge dewatering in place at baseline. EPA did not estimate
sludge reduction at sites that already practice sludge dewatering.

The water conservation and pollution prevention technologies result in a greater
sludge reduction. EPA expects these technol ogies to reduce sludge generation for the following
reasons:

C Water conservation technol ogies reduce the amount of source water used
and thus mass of metals in the source water entering the unit processes at a
site (e.g., calcium, sodium), which reduces the amount of sludge generated
during metals removal.

C Recycling of coolants and paint curtain wastewater reduces the mass of
metal pollutants in treatment system influent streams, which reduces the
amount of sludge generated during metals removal.

C Bath maintenance practices, including good operational practices
regarding drag-out in plating processes, reduce the mass of metal
pollutants in treatment system influent streams, which in turn reduces the
amount of sludge generated during metals removal.
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EPA classifies many sludges generated at MP& M facilities as either listed or
characteristic hazardous wastes under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as
follows:

C EPA classifies the sludge resulting from electroplating operations as EPA
hazardous waste code FO06 (40 CFR 261.31). If thefacility mixesthe
wastewater from these el ectroplating operations with other
nonel ectroplating wastewater for treatment, EPA still considers al of the
sludge generated from the treatment of this commingled waste stream to
be alisted hazardous waste FOO6; or

C If the sludge or waste oil from wastewater treatment exceeds the standards
for the Toxicity Characteristic (i.e, is hazardous), or exhibits other RCRA-
defined hazardous characteristics (e.g., reactive, corrosive, or flammable),
EPA considersit a characteristic hazardous waste (40 CFR 261.24).

EPA does not include chemical conversion coating, electroless plating, and
printed circuit board manufacturing under the FOO6 listing (51 FR 43351, December 2, 1986). If
the facility performs certain chemical conversion coating operations on aluminum, EPA
classifies the resulting sludge as EPA hazardous waste number FO19.

State and local regulations may also define MP&M sludges as hazardous wastes.
Facilities should check with the applicable authorized authority to determine if other regulations

apply.

Based on information collected during site visits and sampling episodes, the
Agency believes that some of the solid waste generated at MP&M facilities would not be
classified as hazardous. However, for the purpose of compliance cost estimation, the Agency
assumed that all solid waste generated as a result of implementing the proposed technol ogy
options would be hazardous.

13.3.2 Waste Oil
Based on the Agency’ s detailed questionnaire, EPA estimates that MP& M
facilities generated 805 million gallons of waste oil in 1996. Table 13-3 presents the amount of

additional waste oil expected to be removed as aresult of implementing each of the technology
options.
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Table 13-3

Waste Oil Removed by Option

I ncremental
Waste Oil
Removed?
Option (million gal/yr)

Basic Technology (Options 1, 5, and 9) 1,350
Basic Technology with Water Conservation and Pollution Prevention (Options 2, 6, and 10) 944
Advanced Technology (Options 3 and 7) 597
Advanced Technology with Water Conservation and Pollution Prevention (Options 4 and 8) 585
Selected Option for Existing Sources® (Options 2, 6, and 10 with flow cutoffs) 841

Source: MP&M Design and Cost Model output.

*The amount of additional oil removed (from baseline) if the technology option isimplemented, summed for all
regulated facilities.

*The Selected Option for Existing Sources regul ates fewer MP& M facilities than other options shown in the table
due to flow cutoffs (see Section 14).

The removal of oil from MP&M wastewater prior to discharge to POTWSs or
surface waters results in an increase in waste oil generation from baseline to the proposed
options. MP&M facilities usualy either recycle waste oil on or off site, or contract haul it for
disposal as either a hazardous or nonhazardous waste. The increase in waste oil generation
reflects better removal of oil from the wastewater, and does not reflect an increase in overall oil
use at MP&M facilities. For the purpose of compliance cost estimation, EPA assumed that all
waste oil was contract hauled for disposal; however, EPA expects that some of the waste oil can
be recycled either on or off site.

The decrease in waste oil removed from Options (1/5/9) to Options (2/6/10) is due
to the 80 percent reduction of coolant discharge using the recycling technology included in the
Options (2/6/10) technology trains. This system recovers and recycles oil-bearing machining
coolants at the source, reducing the generation of spent coolant and extending the useful life of
the coolant. The decrease in waste oil removed from Options (2/6/10) to the Selected Option for
Existing Sources is due to the decrease in the number of regulated MP& M facilities as aresult of
the proposed flow cutoffs. (See Section 14 for discussion of flow cutoffs).

134 References
1 The Energy Information Administration. Electric Power Annual 1998 Volume 1,
Table Al, 1998.

13-6



14.0 - Effluent Limitations and Standards

14.0 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND STANDARDS

This section presents the proposed MP& M effluent limitations guidelines and
standards for each regulatory level of control required by the Clean Water Act (CWA) and
discusses the technology options. Section 1.0 discusses these levels of control. The proposed
limitations and standards are based on the technologies included in Options 2, 4, 6 and 10, as
discussed in Section 9.0. Except for the Steel Forming and Finishing Subcategory, the proposed
MP&M effluent limitations guidelines and standards consist of concentration-based limitations
for al new and existing direct and indirect dischargers within the scope of the proposed rule.
The proposed MP&M effluent limitations guidelines and standards for the Steel Forming and
Finishing Subcategory consist of mass-based limitations for all new and existing direct and
indirect dischargers. In this Section, EPA providesitsrationale for proposing different levelsfor
the low flow exclusion for indirect dischargersin various subcategories. Direct dischargers are
sites that discharge wastewater to a surface water. Indirect dischargers are sites that discharge
wastewater to a publicly owned treatment works (POTW).

Sections 14.1 through 14. 7 discuss EPA’ s rationale for selecting the proposed
option and summarizes the effluent limitations and standards for each of the regulatory levels of
control for each subcategory. The Statistical Support Document for the Proposed Effluent
Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Metal Products & Machinery Industry [EPA-821-
B-00-006] contains detailed information on those facilities EPA used in calculating the proposed
BPT limitations and establishes the statistical methodology for developing numerical discharge
limitations. Section 10.0 of this document summarizes EPA’ s methodology for calculating
effluent limits, Section 9.0 discussesin detail all of the MP& M technology options, and Sections
11.0 and 12.0 discuss costs and |oads, respectively.

14.1 Best Practicable Control Technology Currently Available (BPT)

EPA defines BPT effluent limits for conventional, toxic (priority), and non-
conventional pollutants for direct discharging facilities. In specifying BPT, EPA looks at a
number of factors. EPA first considers the cost of achieving effluent reductionsin relation to the
effluent reduction benefits. The Agency also considers the age of the equipment and facilities,
the processes employed and any required process changes, engineering aspects of the control
technologies, non-water quality environmental impacts (including energy requirements), and
such other factors as the Agency deems appropriate (CWA 304(b)(1)(B)). Traditionally, EPA
establishes BPT effluent limitations based on the average of the best performances of facilities
within the industry of various ages, sizes, processes, or other common characteristics. Where
existing performance is uniformly inadequate, EPA may require higher levels of control than are
currently in place in an industrial category if the Agency determines that the technology can be
practically applied. See“A Legidative History of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972,” U.S. Senate Committee of Public Works, Serial No. 93-1, January 1973,
p. 1468.
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In addition, CWA Section 304(b)(1)(B) requires a cost-reasonableness assessment
for BPT limitations. In determining the BPT limits, EPA must consider the total cost of
treatment technologies in relation to the effluent reduction benefits achieved. Thisinquiry does
not limit EPA's broad discretion to adopt BPT limitations that are achievable with available
technology unless the required additional reductions are “wholly out of proportion to the costs of
achieving such marginal level of reduction.” See Legidlative History, op. cit. p. 170. Moreover,
the inquiry does not require the Agency to quantify benefitsin monetary terms. See, for
example, American Iron and Stedl Institute v. EPA, 526 F. 2d 1027 (3rd Cir., 1975). For the
BPT cost-reasonableness assessment, EPA used the total pounds of chemical oxygen demand
(COD) removed for the General Metals, Metal Finishing Job Shops, Non-Chromium Anodizing,
Steel Forming and Finishing, Oily Wastes, and Railroad Line Maintenance subcategories because
this parameter best represented the pollutant removals without counting removals of individual
pollutants more than once. EPA used oil and grease for the cost-reasonabl eness assessment for
the Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory because it best represented the pollutant removals for
this subcategory without counting removals of individual pollutants more than once.

In balancing costs against the benefits of effluent reduction, EPA considers the
volume and nature of expected discharges after application of BPT, the general environmental
effects of pollutants, and the cost and economic impacts of the required level of pollution control.
In past effluent limitations guidelines and standards, BPT cost-reasonableness has ranged from
$0.94/Ib removed to $34.34/1b removed in 1996 dollars. In developing guidelines, the CWA
does not require or permit consideration of water quality problems attributable to particular point
sources, or water quality improvements in particular bodies of water. Therefore, EPA did not
consider these factors in developing the proposed MP&M limitations. See Weyerhaeuser
Company v. Costle, 590 F. 2d 1011 (D.C. Cir. 1978).

Table 14-1 summarizes the pounds of pollutants removed for direct dischargers,
and Table 14-2 summarizes the costs, costs per pound removed, and economic impacts for direct
dischargers associated with each of the proposed options by subcategory. (See Section 14.4 for
summary tables for indirect dischargers.)

EPA notes that the pounds removed presented in Table 14-1 may differ from the
pounds removed presented in the Economic, Environmental, and Benefits Analysis of the
Proposed Metal Products & Machinery Rule [EPA-821-B-00-0058]. This document presents the
methodology employed to assess economic and environmental impacts of the proposed rule and
the results of the analysis. The difference in pounds removed occurs because the Agency does
not include facilities (or the associated pollutant loadings and removals) that closed at the
baseline (i.e., EPA predicted that these facilities would close prior to the implementation of the
MP&M rule) when performing certain economic analyses (e.g., cost-effectiveness). Table 14-1
estimates the annual pounds removed by the selected option for al of the direct discharging
facilitiesin EPA’ s questionnaire database that discharged wastewater at the time EPA collected
the data.
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Pounds of Pollutants Removed by the Proposed BPT Option for Direct Dischargers by Subcategory

Total Chemical
Suspended Oil and Oxygen Priority and Priority and
Solids Grease Demand Nonconventional | Nonconventional Cyanide
Subcategory 2 Selected (Ibs (Ibs (Ibs Metals Organics (Ibs
(Number of Facilities) Option | removed/yr) | removed/yr) | removed/yr) | (Ibsremoved/yr) | (Ibsremoved/yr) removed/yr)
General Metals (3,794) Option2 | 10.1 million 7.8 million 181 million 4 million 5 million 184,000
Metal Finishing Job Shops (15)° | Option 2 13,000 14,400 232,000 34,000 4,600 5,700
Printed Wiring Boards (11)° Option 2 51,000 238,000 1.3 million 172,000 22,000 1,400
Steel Forming and Finishing (43) | Option 2 884,000 101,000 4.5 million 387,000 76,000 1,100
Oily Wastes (911) Option 6 349,000 885,000 5.1 million 81,000 127,000 10
Railroad Line Maintenance (34) Option 9,000 47,400 59,000 1,000 78 0
10
Shipbuilding Dry Dock (6) Option 650 8.5 million 0 1,400 700 0
10

2 EPA did not identify any direct discharging facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing Subcategory; therefore, there are no estimated removals. See Section

14.1.3.

PAlthough EPA is not revising limits for TSS and O& G for these two subcategories, removals are reported based on incidental removals for the proposed
MP&M Option 2 technology for BPT control of toxic and nonconventional pollutants.
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Table 14-2

Annualized Costs and Economic I mpacts of the Proposed BPT Option for
Direct Dischargers by Subcategory

Economic Impacts
(Facility Closures) of
Selected Option BPT Cost per
Subcategory *® Annualized Compliance (Per centage of Pound Removed °
(Number of Selected Costsfor Selected Option Regulated (1996 $/pound
Facilities) Option ($1996) Subcategory) removed)
General Metals | Option 2 230 million 20 (<1%) 1.22
(3,794)
Metal Finishing | Option 2 1.3 million 0 5.60
Job Shops (15)
Printed Wiring Option 2 2.5 million 0 1.92
Boards (11)
Steel Forming Option 2 29.3 million 0 6.51
and Finishing
(43)
Oily Wastes Option 6 11.2 million 0 2.18
(911)
Railroad Line Option 1.18 million 0 20.00
Maintenance 10
(34)
Shipbuilding Option 2.15 million 0 0.25
Dry Daock (6) 10

2EPA did not identify any direct discharging facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing Subcategory; therefore,
there are no estimated costs. See Section 14.1.3 for estimates based on a model facility.

® EPA based the pounds used in calculating the BPT cost reasonableness on the COD removals only (shown in
Table 14-1) for each subcategory, except for the use of oil and grease removals only (shown in Table 14-1) for the
Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory.
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14.1.1 BPT Technology Selection for General Metals Subcategory

Section 6.2.1 describes the General Metals Subcategory. The Agency estimates
that there are approximately 3,800 direct discharging facilitiesin the General Metals
Subcategory. EPA estimates that the direct discharging facilitiesin the General Metals
Subcategory currently discharge substantial quantities of pollutants into the surface waters of the
United States, including 8.2 million pounds per year of oil and grease, 10.9 million pounds per
year of total suspended solids (TSS), 187 million pounds of COD, 5.2 million pounds per year of
priority and nonconventional metal pollutants, 5.2 million pounds of priority and
nonconventional organic pollutants, and 187,000 pounds per year of cyanide. Asaresult of the
quantity of pollutants currently discharged directly to the nation’s waters by General Metals
facilities, EPA determined that there was a need for BPT regulation for this subcategory.

Facilitiesin the General Metals Subcategory generally perform unit operations
such as cleaning, etching, electroplating, electroless plating, and conversion coating that produce
metal-bearing wastewater. 1n addition, some of these facilities aso perform machining and
grinding, impact deformation, and surface preparation operations that generate oily wastewater.
Therefore, EPA considered technology options 1 through 4 for this subcategory because
technologies included in these options treat both oily wastewater and metal-bearing wastewater.
As explained above, EPA only discusses options 2 and 4 in detail in this section since these
options costed less and removed more pollutants than options 1 and 3, respectively. See Section
9.0 for adiscussion of technology options.

The Agency selected Option 2 as the basis for BPT regulation for the General
Metals Subcategory. EPA's decision to base BPT limitations on Option 2 treatment reflects
primarily two factors: (1) the degree of effluent reductions attainable, and (2) the total cost of the
proposed treatment technologies in relation to the effluent reductions achieved. EPA found no
basis for identifying different BPT limitations based on age, size, process, or other engineering
factors. Neither the age nor the size of afacility in the General Metals Subcategory will directly
affect the treatability of MP&M process wastewater. For facilitiesin this subcategory, the most
pertinent factors for establishing the limitations are costs of treatment and the level of effluent
reductions obtainable.

Tables 14-1 and 14-2 present the annual pollutant removals for direct dischargers
for Option 2 and the cost per pound removed using only the pounds of COD removed,
respectively. EPA estimates that implementation of Option 2 will cost $1.22 per pound of COD
removed (1996 dollars). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option 2 are
achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removals achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 2 represents the average of the best
performing facilities due to the prevalence of chemical precipitation followed by sedimentation
in this subcategory. Approximately 22 percent of the direct discharging facilitiesin the General
Metal s Subcategory employ chemical precipitation followed by a clarifier (Option 2), while less
than 1 percent employ microfiltration after chemical precipitation (Option 4).
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Based on the available database, Option 4 only removes, on an annual basis, an
additional 66,000 pounds of TSS, 12,300 pounds of oil and grease, 15,000 pounds of priority
metal's, and 880,000 pounds of nonconventional metal's, while removing 324,000 pounds less
COD and 31,000 pounds less priority and nonconventional organic pollutants than Option 2.
Although there is alarge amount of additional removals of TSS and nonconventional metals for
Option 4 when considered across the entire population (3,800 facilities), the Agency determined
that these additional removals were not significant when considered on a per-facility basis. In
addition, Option 4's annualized cost is $52 million more than Option 2. EPA concluded that the
lack of significant additional pollutant removals per facility achieved by Option 4 (and the fact
that it removes less COD and organic pollutants) support the selection of Option 2 as the BPT
technology basis. Table 14-3 lists the proposed BPT limitations for existing point sourcesin the
General Metal Subcategory. EPA’s data editing procedures and statistical methodology for
calculating BPT limitations are explained in Section 10.0.

Existing direct discharging facilities in the General Metals Subcategory must
achieve the following effluent limitations representing the application of BPT. Discharges must
remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following.

14-6



14.0 - Effluent Limitations and Standards

Table 14-3

BPT/BAT Effluent Limitationsfor the General Metals Subcategory

Maximum
Maximum Monthly Avg.

Regulated Parameter Daily (mg/L (ppm)) | (mg/L (ppm))
1 Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 34 18
2. Oil and Grease (as HEM) 15 12
3. Tota Organic Carbon (TOC) (asindicator) 87 50
4. Tota Organics Parameter (TOP) 9.0 43
5. Cadmium 0.14 0.09
6. Chromium 0.25 0.14
7. Copper 0.55 0.28
8. Total Cyanide 0.21 0.13
9. Amenable Cyanide 0.14 0.07
10. Lead 0.04 0.03
11. Manganese 0.13 0.09
12, Molybdenum 0.79 0.49
13. Nickel 0.50 0.31
14. Silver 0.22 0.09
15. Sulfide, Tota 31 13
16. Tin 14 0.67
17. Zinc 0.38 0.22

Asexplained in Section 15.2.7, upon agreement with the permitting authority,
facilities with cyanide treatment have the option of achieving the limitation for either total or
amenable cyanide. Additionally, upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must
choose to monitor for TOP or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicals as
specified in Section 15.2.7.

14.1.2 BPT Technology Selection for Metal Finishing Job Shops Subcategory

Section 6.2.2 describes the Metal Finishing Job Shops Subcategory. The Agency
estimates that there are approximately 15 direct discharging facilities in the Metal Finishing Job
Shops Subcategory. EPA previously promulgated BPT and best available technology
economically achievable (BAT) limitations for all of the facilities in this subcategory at 40 CFR
Part 413 (Electroplating Pretreatment Standards) and at 40 CFR Part 433 (Metal Finishing
Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Pretreatment Standards). However, EPA developed the
existing regulations applicable to the facilities in the Metal Finishing Job Shops Subcategory
approximately 20 years ago, and since that time, advances in electroplating and metal finishing
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processes, water conservation, pollution prevention, and wastewater treatment have occurred.
EPA is proposing new BPT effluent limitations guidelines for this subcategory.

EPA estimates that direct discharging facilitiesin the Metal Finishing Job Shops
Subcategory currently discharge substantial quantities of pollutants to the surface waters of the
United States, including 17,900 pounds per year of oil and grease, 20,500 pounds per year of
TSS, 287,400 pounds per year of COD, 44,000 pounds per year of priority and nonconventional
metal pollutants, 6,000 pounds per year of priority and nonconventional organic pollutants, and
6,000 pounds per year of cyanide. Asaresult of the quantity of pollutants currently discharged
directly to the nation’s waters by metal finishing job shop facilities, EPA determined that thereis
aneed for BPT regulation for this subcategory.

Facilitiesin the Metal Finishing Job Shops Subcategory generally perform unit
operations such as cleaning, etching, electroplating, electroless plating, passivating, and
conversion coating that produce metal-bearing wastewater. 1n addition, some of these facilities
also perform machining and grinding, impact deformation, and surface preparation operations
that generate oily wastewater. Therefore, EPA considered technology options 1 through 4 for
this subcategory because technologies included in these options treat both oily wastewater as well
as metal-bearing wastewater. Asexplained above, EPA only discusses Options 2 and 4 in detail
in this section since these options costed less and removed more pollutants than Options 1 and 3,
respectively.

The Agency selected Option 2 as the basis for BPT regulation for the Metal
Finishing Job Shops Subcategory. The new BPT limitations incorporate more stringent effluent
requirements for priority metals, nonconventional pollutants, cyanide, and organic pollutants (by
way of an indicator parameter) as compared to the limitations contained in 40 CFR 433.13. EPA
has included the conventional pollutants, TSS and oil and grease, in the new BPT regulation for
this subcategory at the same level as 40 CFR 433.13. EPA'sdecision to base BPT limitations on
Option 2 treatment reflects primarily two factors: (1) the degree of effluent reductions attainable
and (2) the total cost of the proposed treatment technologiesin relation to the effluent reductions
achieved. No basis could be found for identifying different BPT limitations based on age, size,
process, or other engineering factors. Neither the age nor the size of afacility in the Metal
Finishing Job Shops Subcategory will directly affect the treatability of MP&M process
wastewater. For facilitiesin this subcategory, the most pertinent factors for establishing the
limitations are costs of treatment and the level of effluent reductions obtai